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ABSTRACT

This study examines the potential effects of sex

offender residency restriction laws on both the offenders
and potential victims in Riverside County, CA.

Through the

use of Census Data and mapping software the residentially
zoned areas in which sex offenders can or can not live are

examined.

Findings indicate that registered sex offenders

are restricted from living in 27% of the county's
residentially zoned areas.

Further, there are significant

differences between available and restricted census block
groups with regards to community characteristics including
percentage of: households on public assistance, housing

units that are mobile homes, rental units; and ability to

us community resources, and housing turnover.

This study

also examines whether juvenile hangouts are located in

areas available for sex offenders to live, a notion that
has previously been overlooked in residency restriction
.legislation.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Sex offenders are viewed by most to be the worst
villains among all criminals. This view has prompted much
legislation aiming to enhance crime control and protect

society with the consequences of restricting registered

offenders rights and enhancing their punishments and
monitoring (e.g. Megan's Law, Jessica's Law).

However, the

implications of such legislation may have unintended
consequences including discrimination, ineffectiveness

against recidivism, and possible civil rights violations.
As these policies become more and more popular lawmakers as
well as citizens should question whether such policies are

evidence based and effective in reaching their intended
goals (Levenson, 2005) .

As such, it is imperative that the

effects of these laws be examined and analyzed in an

empirical manner.

Further, it has been suggested that such

legislation may increase the risk of re-offending if it
.causes the offender to be under stress and disallow them

to settle into life in the community (Freeman-Longo, 1996).
The proposed study will evaluate the possible effects

of Jessica's law on registered sex offenders.
1

The purposes

of this study being first, to determine if residency
restrictions significantly reduce the residentially zoned

areas in which sex offenders can live in a given county.

Second, to determine if the census block groups wherein sex
offenders can live unrestrictedly are disproportionately

characterized as unstable, economically distressed areas

versus those census block groups which are limited in
residential options to registered offenders.

Third, to

examine the spatial relationship of residentially zoned
regions available for sex offenders to live with common

juvenile hangout locations.

From the answers to these

questions the possible implications will be examined,
including unemployment and an increased propensity to
commit crime.

This will allow the effectiveness and

equality of such laws to be evaluated. A study of residency

restriction laws is imperative because it will enable
policy makers to better understand unintended consequences
of such proximity legislation.
The study examined these questions through the use of

secondary data analysis utilizing previously collected
zoning and census data for Riverside County, CA.

This data

was then compared between the fully available and

restricted areas in which sex offenders could live.
2

To

determine if significant differences existed between these

areas statistical analysis was conducted.

This study also

used previously collected data regarding common juvenile

hangouts.

This data was also examined in light of the

fully available and restricted areas.

In chapter two, literature that discusses the myths
that perpetuated get-tough policies on registered sex

offenders and the negative impact these policies may have
on crime, the community, and the offenders is reviewed.
Also included is a discussion, of previous residency

restriction studies.

Chapter three presents the methodology of the study.

The study was conducted using previously collected Census
and Zoning data for Riverside County, CA.

This data in

conjunction with mapping allowed for the examination of

restricted and fully available areas for sex offenders to

live in light of Jessica's Law.
In chapter four the analysis examines the percentage

of residential area available for sex offenders to live and

the environmental context of restricted and fully available
census block groups.

Significant differences are discussed

and various tables depict the obtained results.

3

Finally, chapter five summarizes and discusses the

findings of the research.

Limitations, suggestions for

future research, and policy implications are also

addressed.

4

CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
Law enforcement agencies actively seek effective tools

to track, locate, and ultimately prevent sex offenders from

re-offending amid seemingly constant clamor and pressure to
protect the community's children from such predators
(Clontz & Mericle, nd). In the wake of several high profile

cases involving sex offenders released to the community as
perpetrators, several pieces of ground-breaking legislation

were passed (Levenson & Cotter, 2005).

Legislation

Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against Children and
Sexually Violent Offenders Registration Act
This 1994 act mandated that no less than 10% of a

state's funding under the Edward Bryne Memorial State and
Local Law Enforcement Assistance grant program be used for

the management of a state-wide system to register and track
convicted sex offenders.

The Jacob Wetterling Act also

encouraged states to collect DNA samples from these

5

offenders to be stored in a database (National Criminal

Justice Association, 1997).
Megan's Law
Megan's law (See Appendix A) was passed in 1996 as an

amendment to the Wetterling Act, mandating that states
develop protocols which would allow the public access to
information about previously convicted sex offenders living

in their community (Clontz & Mericle, nd).

To date, all

fifty states have expanded their registries, notifications,

and DNA laws to include persons convicted of both violent
and nonviolent sex crimes against any person regardless of
their age (Sample & Bray, 2003) .

Jessica Lunsford Act a.k.a. Jessica's Law
Jessica's Law was originally passed in Florida in
2005.

Versions of this act have been proposed in several

states, including California where it was passed
overwhelmingly as Proposition 83 in 2006 and currently

awaits a court decision regarding its legitimacy.

Key

provisions of Proposition 83 include electronic monitoring
of sex-offenders, mandatory minimum sentences, and
predator-free zones (www.83yes.com, 2006).

These predator-

free zones would prohibit registered sex offenders from
living within 2,000 feet of any school or park, as well as
6

allow local governments to include any additional sites
they deem appropriate, an amusement park for example.

As

of. 2005 fourteen states had enacted so-called buffer zones

(Levenson & Cotter, 2005).

Controversy in the Courts

Sex offender legislation is unprecedented with regard
to its ability to punish a certain type of offender after

his or her prescribed punishment has been served (Sample &
Bray, 2003).

Iowa courts have heard two major cases,

ultimately upholding the constitutionality of residency

restriction laws.

In 2003, however, a district court

declared Iowa's restrictions unconstitutional , resulting in

an injunction preventing the enforcement of the state's
2,000 foot buffer zone (Seering v. Iowa, 2003) .

This

ruling was later overturned by the state's supreme court

holding that the infringement on a sex offender's freedom
was less compelling than state's interest in protecting the

citizens (State v. Seering, 2005).

Nonetheless, this does

exemplify the debate surrounding the legitimacy of such

legislation.
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Myths Perpetuating Enhanced Sex Offender
Legislation

Housing restrictions seem to be based on three myths
propagated by the media: 1) the concept of "stranger
danger"; .2) the notion that all sex offenders re-offend;

and 3) sex offender treatment is ineffective.

Research

however, does not support these myths and also suggests
that exclusionary housing policies could be

counterproductive (Levenson, 2005).

Stranger-Danger
Pointing to the futility of residency restriction laws

based on the notion of stranger-danger is a Bureau of
Justice Statistics report (2000) stating that 93% of child

sexual abuse victims knew their abuser with 34.2% of the
abusers being family members and 58.7% being acquaintances.

A separate report concluded that nearly 40% of sexual
assaults take place in the victim's homes, while 20% take

place in the home of a friend, relative, or neighbor

(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997).

All Sex Offenders Recidivate
As posited previously, one of the major doctrines of

sex offender registration and notification laws is the
notion that sex.offenders are more likely than other types
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of offenders to recidivate.

The Center for Sex Offender

Management (2001) calls this idea one of the biggest myths
about sex offenders.

The center reviewed over one hundred

sex offender recidivism studies and found that due to
methodological difficulties including differences in sample

size and variability in follow-up lengths, most studies
reported inconsistent levels of re-offending among these

offenders.

Accordingly, it has been reported that 20-60% of
untreated sex offenders re-offend over the five years
following release, whereas typically 15% or less of treated

offenders repeat their crimes over this same period
(Marshall, Eccles, and Barbaree, 1993).

Hanson and Harris

(2001) state there are three variables that surface as
strongly differentiating the recidivist from the non

recidivists.

Those who are more likely to recidivate see

themselves as no risk to society, are surrounded by poor

social influences, and maintain an acute notion of sexual
entitlement.

Hanson and Bussiere (1998) reviewed sixty-one
recidivism studies involving nearly 24,000 offenders and

found that only 13.4% committed a new sexual offense within
four to five years.

Furthermore, rapists were found to re
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offend more often than child molesters at almost twice the

Similarly, Sample and Bray (2003) performed a study

rate.

utilizing Illinois arrest data over the seven year period

of 1990-1997 in an effort to examine the degree to which
sex offenders have higher proportions of repeat offending

than other criminals.

They found that sex offenders in

Illinois did not appear to commit future offenses at a

higher rate than other offenders.
Treatment Is Ineffective
Turner, Bingham, and Andrasik (2000) conducted a study

examining the effectiveness of a treatment program in a
community setting.

A total of two hundred sexual offenders

were tracked for recidivism rates for up to five years.
Half of the offenders received treatment, and the other
half did not.

The outcome of the comparison between the

two groups revealed lower recidivism rates among those who
completed the treatment versus those who did not.

et al.,

Turner

(2000) found that offenders completing treatment

were less likely to re-offend if they were married and

employed, and more likely re-offend if they had a prior

criminal history and prior sexual offense history.
Several studies have sought to examine variables that
may affect the outcome of offender treatments.
10

Turner et

al.

(2000) suggest a critical window may exist from 12 to

2.4 months after treatment during which the offender may be

at a greater risk for the commission of new sex crimes.

A

Vermont study using a sample of sex offenders, most of whom
were pedophiles, participating in a cognitive behavioral

treatment program while under correctional supervision in
the community, found that only 1.5% of offenders who

completed the four year treatment program were arrested for
a further sexual offense (McGrath, Hoke, & Vojtisek, 1998).

This demonstrates that a positive outcome can be achieved

without resorting to imprisonment.

Researchers have identified certain characteristics
unique to sex offenders.

These include: extremely low

levels of victim empathy, possessing grossly deviant

cognitions about their victims, emotional loneliness, and
inadequate problem-solving abilities (e.g., Fisher, Beech,
& Brown, 1999; and Marshall & Barbaree, 1990).

All of

these factors are thought to contribute to, influence, and
maintain offending behavior.

Thus, treatments should

address these factors in order to successfully tackle the

risk of recidivism.

Upon completion of treatment Hanson et al.

(1993)

argue that participants feel more in control of their lives
11

and more extraverted.

Further, they suggest participants

feel less subjective distress, less hostility, less

depression, and improved self-esteem.

In a review of the

empirical literature on the prediction of re-offending
among sex offenders Hanson (2000) noted that overall those

offenders who followed through with treatment recidivated
less often than those who failed to complete treatment.

Effect of Legislation on Crime and the Community

Registration and Notification Laws
According to the Center for Sex Offender Management

(1999) maintaining accurate information on sex offenders is

a difficult task.

In 1996 some states reported that 45% of

all sex offenders had inaccurate or missing registration

information.

Furthermore, the Connecticut State Police

reported that 50% of their registration information was

either incomplete or inaccurate.

Castro (2003) reported

that in California 44% of the state's registered offenders

cannot be accounted for by authorities.

Clearly, unless

every sex offender complies with registration obligations,

there is no way to ensure one hundred percent accuracy of
these databases.
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Tewksbury (2002) conducted a study in Jefferson

County, Kentucky to determine the accuracy of the
information contained in the state's Internet-based,

publicly accessible sex offender registry.

It was found

that just over one-half of all the sex offenders on the

web-site had a photograph posted.

Nearly 74 percent of the

addresses listed for urban registered sex offenders could
have been a true address, that is they were residential.
Accordingly, about one in four of these offenders listed

addresses that are inaccurate.

Further, one in ten

registered sex offenders had no address listed.

Perhaps,

most striking, is that nearly 6 percent of the addresses
listed did not exist or were empty lots.

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (2002) reported that

in 2001 there was a total of 386,000 convicted registered

sex offenders registered in forty-nine states and the
District of Columbia.

However, the goal of raising public

awareness is not truly being achieved, only twenty-nine
states and the District of Columbia allow information on

individual offenders to be publicly accessible.
al.

Walker et

(nd) suggest that these laws may be exerting no

influence on the number of sex offenses being committed due
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to the fact that communities are not actively utilizing sex
offender registries.

An interesting study was undertaken by Schram and
Milloy (1995) in Washington State.

This study focused on

recidivism rates for sex offenders who had been subject to

community notification over a four-and-a-half year period.
They concluded that there were no statistically significant
differences between the arrests rates for sex offenses of

the offenders subject to notification versus a comparison
group of sex offenders whom were not.

In addition to providing little demonstrable

protective effect, Megan's Law has been criticized by many
for encouraging vigilantism, disregarding civil rights, and
driving offenders underground(West , 2000). Tewksbury (2005)

argues community notification and registration efforts
present a high probability of also bringing about

additional collateral consequences.

He holds that research

suggests when residents learn that a sex offender lives in

their neighborhood, the potential exists to become fearful
and harass, victimize, or discriminate against these

registered offenders.

Consequently, the offenders may

become increasingly isolated and frustrated, possibly

leading to increased recidivism.
14

Residency Restriction Laws
A Colorado Department of Public Safety study (2004)
utilizing probation data of 318 adult offenders found that

sex offenders who recidivated while under supervision were
arbitrarily spread throughout the study area, and did not

live any closer to schools or child care centers than non

recidivists.

The authors of this study noted that very few

of the offenders engaged in any criminal behavior during

the study period, perhaps suggesting that supervision,
treatment, and surveillance may be more important in

maintaining community safety than where a sex offender

lives.

Accordingly, a study conducted by the Minnesota

Department of Corrections (2003) concluded that a sex
offenders' proximity to schools or parks was not a

significant factor with regards to recidivism.

Indeed, the

study found the opposite, that a sex offender was more

likely to travel to another neighborhood in order to seek
out victims without being recognized.

Impact of Legislation on Offenders

Registration and Notification Laws
Freeman-Longo (1996) states there are a number of

documented cases of released sex offenders losing their
15

jobs or being evicted from housing as a. result of
notification and registration laws.

Furthermore, he posits

an increased risk of re-offending is posed when the
offender is under stress and unable to settle into life in

the community.

Threats, harassment, and the fear of

reprisal by citizens force the offender to remain in a
constant state of stress and anxiety, making them more
likely to re-offend.

He argues that the inability to earn

a living and secure housing resulting from these laws

should be considered nothing less than "additional
punishment for one's wrongdoing" (p. 7).

Interestingly, in a study by Zevitz and Farkas (2000)

consisting of data from face-to-face interviews with thirty
convicted sex offenders who at the time were residing in
Wisconsin, revealed some of the respondents found nowhere

to live except minimum-security prisons and correctional
centers.

This was due to the absence of housing for them

in the community caused by restrictions placed on them by

the Department of Corrections and the cancellation of
contracts of previous housing.

Tewksbury (2005) conducted a study in Kentucky using
data gained from 121 registered sex offenders to examine

the "collateral consequences" of sex offender registration
16

from their perspective (p. 67) .

More than half- of the

respondents reported that they had lost friends as a result

of registration and the public knowledge of their offenses.

Many also reported losing jobs, losing their previous
housing, being harassed, and being treated rudely in

public.

Tewksbury (2005) also argues that while sex offender

registries were created as a vehicle for the promotion of

public awareness of sex offenders identities and their
whereabouts, they have instead been promoted as a method of

enhancing public safety.

However, he suggests, the data

does not support the efficacy of that notion.

Rather than

making the community safer, he posits, these laws may push
offenders into both physical and social isolation and cause

them to lose the support systems which may be critical to

the prevention of recidivism.
Zevitz and Farkas (2000) summarize the impact that sex

offender notification and registration laws can have quite
succinctly:

On the one hand, public notification empowers

community members to protect themselves and their
children from a sex offender living next door.

On the other hand, public notification invades
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the privacy of an offender who has 'served his
sentence' and paid his debt to society.

Notification may have anti-therapeutic
consequences for the social and psychological

adjustment of sex offenders.

It may have an

adverse impact on treatment for those who might
otherwise respond favorably.

Notification also

disrupts the stability of residence and

employment as well as the support network
necessary for successful reintegration.

Family

and other personal relationships are strained and

irreparably damaged in many cases.

Furthermore,

negative reactions to the notification process
and excessive media coverage for the release of a

sex offender can result in further stigmatizing,
ostracizing, and even harassment.(p. 376)

Residency Restriction Laws

Concerns have been raised that mandates placing
restrictions on a sex offender's place of residence might

intensify the shortage of housing options for these
offenders, and force them to move to rural areas in which
they would be increasingly isolated and faced with limited

employment and treatment options (Minnesota Department of
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Corrections, 2003).

It is also thought that such

restrictions may lead to homelessness and transience, thus

inhibiting effective tracking and supervision as well as
aggravating the stressors that can trigger some offenders

to relapse (Edwards & Hensley, 2001).

In Florida, for

example, some localities have made it illegal for landlords

to knowingly rent to sex offenders within the legislated
buffer zones, thus making it harder for sex offenders to

secure a rental residence (Levenson, 2005).
Impact of Exclusionary Housing

Levenson and Cotter (2005) conducted an exploratory

survey of 135 sex offenders in Florida in an effort to
describe the offender's perceptions of how residency
restrictions impacted them.

Most of the respondents

indicated that housing restrictions led to increased

isolation, decreased stability, and financial and emotional

stress.

Responses to the survey also revealed that the

surveyed offenders did not perceive residency restrictions

to be helpful with regard to risk management, and in fact
I

they suggested that such restrictions may unintentionally

increase the triggers causing one to re-offend.
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Impact on Treatment

Freeman-Longo (1996) holds that a majority of
treatment specialists who work with sex offenders believe

that certain skills need to be improved for treatment to be
most effective.

These skills include poor anger

management, fear, lack of trust, feelings of rejection,

inadequate social skills, and low self-esteem.

The

improvement of these skills is inhibited by the lack of a
strong community support system and close ties in the
community.

Potential Impact on Recidivism
Craissati and Beech (2003) conducted a review of the

evidence-base of variables that are thought to be
correlated to an offender's risk of re-offending.

Numerous

studies they reviewed cited lifestyle instability,
unemployment, substance abuse, emotional loneliness, and

negative peer associations among these factors.

Residency

restrictions may aggravate these symptoms through the

social rejection, isolation, and transience they create.
Thus, the laws have the potential to increase the very act
they are trying to combat.
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Further Criticisms
A variety of factors are posited by contemporary
theorists (Malamuth, 2003; Ward & Siegert, 2002) as being

associated with the development of sexual offending.

Among

these are adverse family environments, social rejection,

loneliness, and negative peer associations, all of which
may be exacerbated by limitations on where registered

offenders can live.

Furthermore, there is evidence that

sexual offenders are more likely than other groups of

offenders to respond to stress by carrying out

inappropriate sexual acts and fantasies (Cortoni &
Marshall, 2001).
It has also been suggested that blanket restrictions,
i.e. residency restrictions for all registered sex
offenders, fail to address individualized risk factors
related to potential re-offending patterns (Ahlmeyer, Heil,

McKee, & English, 2000).

Support and stability have been

found in a history of literature to increase the
probability of successful reintegration into the community

by sex offenders (Petersilia, 2003).

Studies have found

that offenders without jobs or significant others have

higher recidivism rates than those who maintained strong

social bonds to the community via family relationships
21

and/or stable employment (Kruttschnitt, Uggen, & Shelton,

2000).
Another issue is if the constitutionality of residency

restrictions is upheld as currently worded it may only be a
matter of time before buffer zones are enforced surrounding
other juvenile hangouts because of the potential for less

supervision than afforded by schools.

If these come to be

seen as opportune areas for abduction, even in light of the

current research that for the most part refutes the idea of
stranger danger, sex offenders may become even more

ostracized and isolated as these laws are expanded.

Previous Residency Restriction Studies

In 2003 the Minnesota Department of Corrections issued
a report on residential placement issues with regards to

level three sex offenders.

The report examined various

issues having to do with these mandates.

One finding of

note is that residential placement is dependent on an
offender's personal and financial resources in his or her
given community.

In. other words, while an agent of the

state or a caseworker may assist the offender in securing
placement, there are limited opportunities if the offender
lacks the abovementioned resources.
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The study also proposed that there is a close

connection between residence and job, denoting that
limiting residential options also concurrently limits
employment options.

It was determined that if offenders,

due to residential restrictions, are required to live in
largely unpopulated areas, they will likely have difficulty

securing employment as many offenders do not own
automobiles (Minnesota Department of Corrections, 2003).

With regards to recidivism the Minnesota study
revealed that offenders whom recidivated near parks, drove

to these locations several miles away from their homes.

It

appeared to these researchers that a sex offender wishing

to re-offend in such locations was more likely to travel so

as to act in secret in a neighborhood where they were not
known, thus undermining the efficacy of any sort of
residency restrictions.

The aforementioned Colorado Department of Public
Safety study (2004) was unable to obtain exact measurements

of sex offender's residences' proximity to schools and

childcare centers.

Instead, the study plotted an

illustration of residences that had at least one criminal

offense during the first fifteen months of community
supervision in regard to proximity to school and childcare
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centers. As previously stated, the generated maps depicted
that these offenders were randomly located, and not usually

within 1,000 feet of a school or child care center.

Conclusion
Public demand has driven punitive policies towards sex

offenders with the perception of a grossly high incidence

of serious abuse by incurable men being encouraged by media
sensationalism.

However, criminal statistics and

recidivism studies fail to confirm the inevitability of
recidivism or an escalation of sex crimes against children.

Few studies suggest that sex offenders maintain a greater
commitment to sex offending than that maintained by other

types of offenders for their crimes (Sample & Bray, 2003).

Thus, do sex offenders deserve the enhanced levels of
informal and formal surveillance that recent legislation

promotes?
In light of the negative impact that residency
restrictions and notification laws can have on offenders

and the community, it is imperative that such legislation

be further examined as to its efficacy.

The proposed study

will shed light on the impact that these restrictions have

on an offenders living situation, employment status, and
24

overall quality of life, and how this in turn may impact
the community in a negative fashion.

25

CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Research Questions
This study examined the following research questions

in light of their corresponding context in the previously

reviewed literature:
Housing Limitations

To examine whether or not residency restriction laws
unduly limit the possibilities of where a sex offender can
take residence the study addressed the following research

question: Do residency restrictions significantly reduce
the residentially zoned area in which sex offenders can
live?

Quality of Life and Treatment
To examine if a sex offender's quality of life will be
impacted by residency restrictions the study addressed the

following research question: Are the census block groups
regions of a city wherein sex offenders can live
unrestrictedly disproportionately characterized as

unstable, economically distressed areas versus those block
groups containing restricted areas?
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The implications of the

results of these research questions were examined in light

of the previously reviewed literature.

Efficacy of Residency Restriction Laws
To examine the potential effect of extending residency
restriction laws to other locations besides schools and

parks the study addressed the following research question:

What are the spatial relationships of residentially zoned
regions available for sex offenders to live in conjunction
with common unsupervised juvenile hangout locations?

Research Design
This study drew upon census data and other

geographically based secondary data to examine the spatial
implications of residential restrictions placed on
registered sex offenders.

The study examined the

geographic correlation between census block groups, land

use, schools, parks, and buffer zones.

Mapping software

was used to examine the relationships among the variables
outlined below.

The analysis examined characteristics of

the residential environment available for sex offenders to
live and the correlation between these areas and various

risk factors.
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Data Collection Description

To determine the census block groups that are fully
available for registered sex offenders to live compared to
those which are limited, 2,000 foot buffers were drawn

around the boundaries of the schools and parks in the

census block groups of Riverside County.

Census block

groups that overlap geographically with any area contained
within a 2,000 buffered outline of schools or parks were

classified as areas with restricted residency.

These block

groups were compared with block groups with no restriction
(meaning there was no overlap with the buffers) regarding
community stability and economic distress.

The school data was collected by the Center for

Criminal Justice Research (CCJR) via the creation of a list
of all public middle and high schools developed from school

district listings.

The addresses were then cleaned and

matched to an updated 2000 Tiger street1 file, resulting in
98 percent geo-coding2 accuracy.

The boundaries of school

property were drawn after overlaying the point file with
1 The term TIGER is an acronym for Topologically Integrated Geographic
Encoding and Referencing.
This is the name for the system and digital
database developed at the U.S.' Census Bureau to support its mapping
needs. (http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/overview.html)
2 Geo-coding is the process of assigning geographic coordinates to
locations. An address is said to be geo-coded when latitude and
longitude coordinates of the address are provided in a database
(Karimi, Durcik, & Rasdorf, 2004).
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aerial photographs (YAT Evaluation Report, 2005).

All

fields and adjacent parking lots were included in the

polygon of the school property.
The park data was collected in a similar manner via

lists developed by city Parks and Recreation departments or

similar offices.

Address cleaning and matching was

conducted via the 2000 Tiger street file resulting again in
98 percent geo-coding accuracy.

Park boundaries were then

digitized against aerial photographs and drawn accordingly
(YAT Evaluation Report, 2005).
To evaluate the first research question, data from the
2000 Census conducted by the United States Census Bureau

was utilized.

The Census 2000 data had been aggregated to

the block group level.

The Census data was used to develop

the neighborhood context of the block groups in Riverside
County.

The attributes of the census block groups that

were analyzed reflect the concepts of community stability

and economic distress (see Table 1).
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Table 1.
Census Block Group
Attributes

Concept

Variable

Community Stability

Mobile Homes: the percentage of the
population residing in mobile
homes
Housing Turnover: the percentage of occupied
housing units moved from 1995
to March 2000

Level of Rental Units: the percentage of
the population residing in
rental units
Economic Distress

Public Assistance:
the percentage of
households with public
assistance

Low Family Income:
the percentage of
families with income under
$24,999 in 1999
Household Financial Strain: the percentage
of renter-occupied housing
units where gross rent is 50%
or more of household income
Unemployment:

the percentage of the labor
force (aged 16-64) that is
unemployed.

Limited Ability to Use Community Resources:
the percentage of housing
units where no vehicle is
available
Note: High values of the variables would indicate a low level of
Community Stability and a high level of Economic Distress.
Household
is defined as all the people who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of
residence and a family as a group of two or more people who reside together and
who are related by birth, marriage, or adoption
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These concepts were chosen in accordance with the

literature review suggesting that offenders pose an
increased risk of re-offending when the offender is under

stress and unable to settle into life in the community

(Freeman-Longo, 1996).

Furthermore, several previous

studies suggest that unemployment and economic strain can
exacerbate an offender's likelihood to re-offend (Minnesota

Department of Corrections, 2003; Edwards & Hensley, 2001;
and Kruttschnitt, Uggen, & Shelton, 2000).

Since census block groups do not take into
consideration the proportion of the census block group that

is actually zoned for residential use, a second set of data
was used to examine if residency restrictions placed on sex
offenders greatly limit the proportion of residentially

zoned geographic areas in which registered offenders can
live.

To obtain this information a land use layer

developed by the CCJR was used.
digitizing paper zoning maps.

This layer was created by
Zoning maps utilizes land

parcels (areas of land with a designated use), as opposed
to census block groups, as an aggregation method.

Polygons

were rectified against aerial photos, which also allowed
for cleaning of the boundaries (YAT Evaluation Report,

2005).

31

To examine the final research question, data collected
by the CCJR on youth hangouts was used.

A list of hangouts

frequented was generated via reporting by 3,000 plus youth

(ages 12-17) involved in the Youth Accountability Team
program in Riverside County as to where they spent their

unsupervised time (including malls, movie theater, etc.).
The addresses of the reported locations were cleaned and

geocoded.

Each hangout address was then matched to an

electronic street dataset of addresses (YAT Evaluation
Report, 2005).

Data Analysis Procedures
To analyze the residential areas and proportions of
area available for offenders to live, the summary tool

within GIS was used to calculate the areas of residentially

zoned land parcels that overlapped with the buffer zones.

By looking at the total residential area and the area

restricted by buffer zones, a percentage of restricted area
was obtained.

In terms of census block groups, the variables

indicative of Community Stability and Economic Stress were
first examined through initial descriptive statistics
(median, standard deviation, and minimum/maximum values)
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reported for both fully available and restricted census

block groups. Median values were used because each variable
contained several outliers, and the median is not affected

by these values. To determine if there are significant
differences between census block groups fully available for

offenders to live versus those that are restricted the
Mann-Whitney U test was conducted.
The analysis of unsupervised youth hangouts was
conducted through a series of queries performed in ArcView.

Due to the hangouts generally not being located within

residentially zoned areas a 2,000 foot buffer was created
around each hangout.

Then, the overlap of these buffers

with the residential areas was examined.

A chi-square was

then calculated to reveal if the results were significant.

Reliability and Validity

GIS applications assume the validity of their input
models (Buckley, nd).

Further, the analysis of the

existing data depended heavily on the reliability and

validity of the data.

As previously mentioned all of the

layers for the mapping portion of the study were created

with as much accuracy as possible, obtaining 98 percent
geo-coding accuracy for parks and schools, thus making it
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also highly reliable.

A study conducted by Ratcliffe

(2001) suggested that using a Tiger-type geo-coding process

may misallocate 5-7 percent of addresses to different

census tracts, and that more than half of the addresses in

his sample may have been given coordinates within the land
parcel of a differing property.

The Census data that was utilized is reflective of the

bureau's commitment to maintain data quality by setting

high standards of performance principles in its activities.
The Census bureau maintains that its information is based

on reliable accurate data that have been validated
(www.census.gov, 1996). 1 However, due to the fact that the

purposes of the previous and the current studies are
different, the validity of the outcome may be somewhat low

(Carmines & Zeller, 1979).
The issue of generalizability also comes into play

with geographical data.

One must bear in mind that the

data is specific to one county with specific geographic and

environmental factors that differ from other counties.

Thus, the results will not be universally applicable and

should be considered a case-study example.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS

Residential Area

Figure 1 illustrates a portion of the residentially
zoned area in Riverside County, and the buffer

zones/restricted areas within.

(For a figure illustrating

the entire county see Appendix B). To determine the

proportion of residential area that is available for
registered sex offenders to live in the county the

residential area in which sex offenders can not live (i.e.,
area within the buffers) measured in hectares was divided

by the total amount of residential area.

By taking the

amount of residential area in which offenders cannot live
and dividing it by the total residential area in the

county, it was determined that registered sex offenders are
prohibited from living in nearly 31% of the residential
area in the county (see Table 2, row 8).

Regional

calculations were approximated by calculating areas within

GIS and comparing them to a paper map and did not include

unincorporated areas.
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Figure 1. Portion of Riverside County Reside,ntial.ly Zoned
Land and Buffer Zones (2000)
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Table 2.

Proportion of Restricted Residential Area

Region

Total Residential
Area

Residential Area In Proportion of
Which Offenders
Total Area
Restricted
Cannot Live

14,422.842

2,895.584

20.076%

Desert Hot Springs,
Palm Spring, &
Cathedral City

8,998.571

2,465.529

27.399%

Banning & Beaumont

2,220.318

1,017.821

45.841%

Hemet & San Jacinto

3,692.921

1,166.653

31.592%

Lake Elsinore,
Murrieta, &
Temecula

1,709.096

832.017

48.682%

Perris

1,046.841

491.821

46.981%

Riverside, Moreno
Valley, Corona, &
Norco

17,807.288

8,545.583

47.698%

Riverside County
Total

62,050.063

18,978.873

30.586%

Indio, La Quinta,
& Palm Desert

Note: Area measurements in hectares; regional calculations are
approximate

From the table it can be seen that while in none of the
regions examined are sex offenders prohibited from living

in a majority of the location, in four out of the eight
regions they are restricted from living in nearly fifty

percent of the total residential area. To view these
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results in context the population density of these regions

was determined (see Table 3).

Table 3.

Population and Residency Restrictions
Region

Total Population
(Census 2000)

Total Residential
Area (hectares)

Population Percentage
Density
Restricted

Indio, La
Quinta, &
Palm Desert

113,965

14,422.842

79.017

20.076%

Desert Hot
Springs,
Cathedral
City, &
Palm Springs

101,836

8,998.571

113.169

27.399%

34,946

2,220.318

157.392

45.841%

82,591

3,692.921

223.647

31.592%

130,926

1,709.096

766.054

48.682%

36,189

1,046.841

345.697

46.981%

546,670

17,807.288

306.992

47.698%

1,545,387

62,050.063

249.055’

30.586%

Banning &
Beaumont
Hemet &
San Jacinto
Lake Elsinore,
Murrieta, &
Temecula

Perris

Riverside,
Moreno Valley,
Corona, &
Norco

Riverside
County Total

'

Note: Population density is equal to total population divided by total
residential area, multiplied by 10 to standardize.
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Three of the four regions that have the highest

percentage of restricted area also have the highest
population densities making them more likely to contain a

greater number of schools and parks, thus leaving less
available area for offenders to take residence than the
other regions.

Further, the region with the lowest

population density also has the least amount of restricted
area.
Census Data

To analyze the census data a map depicting census

block groups and buffer zones was utilized, Figure 2
illustrates this methodology.
county see Appendix B).

(For a figure of the entire

Every census block group in

Riverside County (n=804) contained some residentially zoned
area, and 529 (65.80 percent) of these block groups

contained some portion of restricted residential area.
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Figure 2. Portion of Riverside County Census Block Groups
and Buffer Zones

(2000)
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Population density was also examined for the fully
available and restricted census block groups.

The results

of the Mann-Whitney U test (See Table 4) indicate that

there is a significant difference between the population
densities of the fully available (n=110) and restricted
block groups (n=623), z=-6.045, pc.OOO.

It should be noted

that population data was missing for seventy-one of the
block groups bringing the n to 623 for restricted areas and

110 for fully available areas. Table 4 indicates that the
population density of the fully available block groups is
significantly lower than that of the restricted block
groups.

Table 4.
Mann-Whitney U Population Density

Statistics

Variable

Mean Rank

Number of Observations

Population
Density

FA

R

FA

110

623

254.48

Note: FA = fully available

R = restricted
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Z

P

R
386.87

-6.045

. 000

For both fully available and restricted census block

groups inferential descriptive statistics were determined
for the variables indicative of Community Stability and

Economic Stress.

Missing data was present for six of the

census block groups bringing the sample size analyzed down

to 687

restricted block groups and 112

block groups (see Table 5).
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fully available

Table 5.

Descriptive Statistics for Census Block Groups

Variable

Standard Deviation

Median
FA

Min. Value

R

FA

R

0.0%

90.7%

96.2%

0.0%

91.2%

98.6%

R

FA

Max. Value

R

FA

2.0%

0.0%

.254

.176

0.0%

Housing
Turnover

48.6%

55.4%

.138

. 153

0.0%

Level
Of Rental
Units

23.3%

28.4%

Limited
Ability to
Use
Community
Resources

3.8%

5.4%

.049

. 077

0.0%

0.0%

23.4%

48.6%

Public
Assistance

2.4%

3.7%

. 036

.054

0.0%

0.0%

19.4%

39.0%

Low Family
Income

22.2%

20.9%-

.144

.167

0.0%

0.0%

79.7%

84.5%

Mobile
Homes

.182

.223

■

0.0%

0.0%

Household
Financial
Strain

0.0%

0.0%

.243

.232

0.0%

0.0%

Unemployment

6.7%

7.1%

. 058

. 057

0.0%

0.0%

Note: FA= fully available census block groups
groups

Community Stability.

98.6% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0%

24.9%

60.3%

R= restricted block

The median value for variables

indicative of community stability (percentage of the

population residing in mobile homes, the percentage of
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housing turnover, and the percentage of the population
residing in rental units) are all lower in the fully

available areas than in the restricted available areas with

the exception of the percentage of mobile homes (M=2.0% for
fully available areas, and M=0.0% for restricted areas).

Thus, while the median percentage of the population

residing in

mobile homes is higher in the areas where sex

offenders have the potential to live unimpeded, the median
percent housing turnover and percentage of rental units are

both lower. It should also be noted that the median values

for these three variables are within several percentage
points of each other with regards to fully restricted and

available areas, perhaps suggesting that there are not

strong differences between the two.

The maximum values for

fully available areas and restricted areas in regards to
these variables are also in close proximity to each other.
Economic Stress.

For the variables indicative of

economic stress (limited ability to use community

resources, the percentage of households with public
assistance, the percentage of families with income under

$24,999 in 1999, the percentage of renter-occupied housing
units where gross rent is 50% or more of household income,
and the percentage of the labor force that is unemployed)
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there is also little difference between the median values
for fully available and restricted block groups.

While the

fully available block groups appear to have less people on
public assistance and less unemployment, and a less limited

ability to use community resources they do have a greater
percentage of families with low-incomes (M=22.2%) compared

to the restricted areas (M=20.9%).
Interestingly, with the exception of household
financial strain, the restricted block groups have greater

maximum values than the fully available block groups
especially with regards to limited ability to use community
resources (max=23.4% for fully available and 48.6% for
restricted), public assistance (max= 19.4% for fully

available and 39.0% for restricted), and unemployment (max=
24.9% fully available and max = 60.3% restricted).

Thus it

appears that the areas that are available for the offenders

to live may be less economically distressed than those that
are restricted.
Significance Testing.

The descriptive statistics

begin to paint a picture of the relationship between the

fully available and the restricted block groups.

However,

statistical significance was determined through the Mann-
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Whitney U Test.3

This’ test revealed that for five of the

eight variables there are significant differences between

fully available and restricted census block groups (see
Table 6).

It can be seen from the table that all the variables

indicative of community stability are significant at the

p =.05 level.

Mobile homes are more prominent in the fully

available areas (n=112) than in the restricted areas

(n=687) and the difference is significant (z= -3.331,
p=.001).

Housing turnover is the most significant (Z=-

3.988, p=.000), however, on average the turnover is greater
in the restricted areas (n=112) than in those that are

fully available (n-687).

In sum, two of the three

variables indicative of community stability illustrate that

the fully available census block groups are more stable
than the restricted block groups.

Possible reasons for

this are discussed in the following chapter.

3 Other tests of significance were performed confirming the same
variables to be found significant at the
P = .05 level
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Table 6.

Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics
Statistics

Variable

Z

Mean Rank
FA

P

R

Mobile Homes

463.33

389.68

-3.331

.001

Housing
Turnover

319.36

413.15

-3.988

.000

Level of
Rental Units

340.03

409.78

-2.966

.003

Limited
Availability
to
Community
Resources

337.14

410.25

-3.111

.002

Public
Assistance

347.50

408.56

-2.602

.009

Low Family
Income

397.22

400.45

-0.137

.891

Household
Financial
Strain

400.38

398.19

-0.230

. 818

Unemployment

389.33

401.74

-0.528

.598

Note: FA = fully available (n=112)

R = restricted (n=687)

Public assistance (Z=-2.602, p=.009) and limited

ability to use community resources are also significant

(Z=-3.111, p=.002), but again in a manner not expected, in
that household in the fully available areas (n=112) are
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less likely to be on public assistance and more likely to
have a vehicle available.

These are the only two

variables indicative of economic distress that are
significant.
Youth Hangouts

The analysis of unsupervised youth hangouts was
conducted through a series of queries performed in ArcView
utilizing a map depicting residentially zoned areas and

buffered juvenile hangouts.

Figure 3 illustrates a portion

of the county and the abovementioned features.

By

examining the hangouts as if they were parks or schools
(i.e., in conjunction with 2,000 foot buffers) the amount

of restricted and fully available residential areas that
overlapped the buffered area was obtained (see Table 7).
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Figure 3. Portion of Riverside County (2000) Juvenile
Hangouts, Buffers, and Residential Area

Table 7.

Youth
Hangouts

Does Area Overlap With
Hangouts & Buffer?

Restricted
Area (%)

Fully Available
Area (%)

96.0%

No

99.0%

1.0%
4.0%
Yes
Note: Percentages reflect amount of either restricted residential area
or fully available residential area.

The table indicates that one percent of the area fully

available for sex offenders to live also contains
unsupervised juvenile hangouts in close proximity.

Further, four percent of the already restricted area

contain such locations.

Analyzing these results via a chi-

square test reveals that there are no real differences
between the observed and expected frequencies (x2= 9.090,
df= 1) and these results are

not statistically

significant.

50

CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
This is one of the first studies to empirically

analyze residency restriction laws in terms of geography
and environmental context.

The previous research cited in

this study was heavily based on interviews with registered

sex offenders and educated conjecture as to the negative
impact of such laws.

This study aids in advancing our

understanding of the impact of these laws with regards to
location discrimination and an offender's quality of life,

as well as a potential oversight in the content of such

legislation.

Limitations
There are several limitations that need to be taken
into consideration before interpreting the results of this

study.

One such limitation is a lack of generalizability.

This study uses data for a specific county and thus the

results should not be interpreted as applying to any given

county across the country.

As such this study should be
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considered an exploratory case-study perhaps paving the way

for a larger scale investigation.
Second, the study also relies on previously collected
The data was originally collected for a different

data.

purpose, and thus could only be manipulated to a certain
extent for the purpose of the study.

A third limitation of the study is the manner in which

the census block groups are divided.

Since the mapping

conducted is elementary in nature, a "restricted" block
group is considered to be any block group in which any

portion of the buffer zones is contained.

As such, if even

just a sliver of the restricted area is contained in a
block group it is considered restricted.

Conversely, areas

that are deemed "fully available" can not contain any

portion of the restricted area, not even a foot.

As such,

this may have affected the results.

Fourth, this study did not account for the possibility
that sex offenders may be living in non-residentially zoned

areas.

For example, if they are living in hotels, etc.

this would not be included in the available versus

restricted residential and juvenile hangout analysis.
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Discussion of the Findings
The first research question examined by this study
posited whether or not residency restriction laws

significantly limit the amount of residentially zoned area
for convicted sex offenders to live.

Results indicate that

in Riverside County sex offenders are restricted from

living in nearly one-third of the residentially zoned area.

The regions that are most densely populated generally also
contain the highest percentages of restricted residentially
zoned areas.

Thus, in the areas where most people reside

there is the most restriction.

This should not be

surprising considering these areas are likely to contain a

higher number of schools and parks.

The population density

analysis for the census block groups indicates similar
findings as well. This does fall in line with the
suggestion of the previous literature that such laws may

push offenders to rural areas in which they would become

increasingly isolated causing them to lose support systems
that may be critical to the prevention of recidivism

(Tewksbury, 2005).
The second research question examined the disparity

between restricted and fully available census block groups
on community stability and economic distress variables.
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While significant differences were found, they are contrary
to what might have been expected.

The census block groups

fully available for sex offenders to live are found to have
significantly less housing turnover, fewer rental units,
and less limited ability to use community resources than

the restricted block groups.

The latter finding can be

explained by the significant difference found in population

density between block groups in that the fully available

areas are less densely populated and thus residents are
more likely to own vehicles as public transportation may

not be readily available.

Less housing turnover in fully

available block groups may be a function of lower

population density and less housing development or
different types of class and housing stock.

The fact that

there is a smaller number of rental units in fully
available block groups may also be a function of low
population.

If the demand for rental/housing development

is not high, neither will be the supply.

This finding,

however, is interesting in light of the previous literature

which suggests that many landlords will not rent to
registered sex offenders.

With regards to mobile homes, the fully available
block groups are found to have a higher number of rtiobile
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homes than the restricted areas, again probably due to

these locations being more rural. The other significant
findings have to do with pubic assistance.

The fully

available areas again seem to fair better than those that

are restricted, with a lesser proportion of households
utilizing such aid.

This may be accounted for by the

notion that since the restricted block groups are more
rural, the cost of living in these block groups might also

be lower, so such assistance is not as readily needed.

Median household value of the block groups, however, was

not examined in the study.
The variables that are not significant are indicators

of economic distress: low family income, household

financial strain, and unemployment.

However, in examining

the means of these variables each is in one percentage
point of the other with regards to fully available and

restricted areas, indicating that the block groups are
probably very similar economically.

From this it can be

posited that the residency restrictions wouldn't
necessarily limit an offender's opportunity for employment

based on location of residence as suggested by previous

research.
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The analysis of residency restriction laws in

conjunction with youth hangouts reveals that one percent of

the parcels in the fully available areas in which sex
offenders can live overlap with the buffers of the
unsupervised youth hangouts.

Current residency restriction

laws only take into consideration schools and parks as

places where juveniles are vulnerable, but these are also
places where they are likely to be supervised.

While the

percentage isn't astounding, it does illustrate that if
these laws are expanded at a city's discretion, as the

current legislation would allow for; this would further

limit the percentage of available area for offenders to
live, possibly to even more rural areas.

Suggestions for Future Research
A similar investigation to this study would benefit

from a smaller level of aggregation in selecting the fully
available and restricted areas.

Results may be more

meaningful if such areas could be determined outside of

census blocks, but on a more micro level.

If similar

variables were examined in light of areas purely within and

purely outside the buffered area, rather than block groups
containing or not containing a portion of the buffered
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area, results may differ.

Further, since population

density is an issue and urban planning is of concern,

future research should also examine exact distances between
housing and access to services (e.g., treatment

facilities) .

Future research would also benefit from utilizing a

cross-section of counties across the state.

By analyzing

and comparing the counties, results would be more
generalizeable and may provide more demographic insight as

to why certain results occurred.

For example, a relatively

urban county and a relatively rural county may produce

dramatically different results and allow for greater
comparisons and conclusions.

Drawing comparisons between

cities on similar variables may also prove valuable.

This

would allow for the examination of the effects of suburban

and urban sprawl.

Potential studies may also benefit from a closer look
at the ramification of expanding these laws.

This study

utilized self-report data of juvenile hangouts.

If a

future study actually looked at every fast-food restaurant,
movie theater, etc. in the county, it may be found that

even more area would become restricted.
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Also, as previously mentioned, this study did not take
into consideration sex offenders living in non-

residentially zoned areas.

This would be interesting to

examine in a future study in light of the fact that most
juvenile hangouts are also going to be in non-residentially

zoned areas as well.

Policy Implications
This study examined a policy that seems to have been

driven more by public demand than empirical evidence.
Several preceding studies suggest that numerous negative

implications in terms of community stability and economic

distress on sex offenders stem from residency restriction
policies. This case-study example finds this to hold true

in terms of community stability but not of economic

distress. This study found only two of five economic
variables to have significant difference between fully

available and restricted block groups.

This may have been

due to level of aggregation and the urban versus rural

typology of the restricted and fully available block
groups.

As such, certain criticisms of such laws may are

warranted.

It is clear from these findings that further

research is needed on such policies especially in terms of
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its ambiguity.

Further, if Proposition 83 is left open-

ended to include juvenile hangouts, day care centers, or
other locations deemed necessary the effects could be

detrimental.
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APPENDIX A

CALIFORNIA STATUTES
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California Megan's Law
Topic
Who is Required to Register

. Information Collected

California's Requirements

Adult and juvenile sex offenders as
well as out of state residents whom
are required to register in their home
state who travel to California for work
or school purposes.
Addresses of all residences, frequented
transient locations, campus information,
fingerprints, palm prints, photos,
vehicle and driver license information,
employment data, identifying information
(e.g., scars, tattoos, etc.) and blood
and saliva .samples for DNA analysis.

Timeframe for Registration

Offenders are required to update their
information annually.
Some (transients
and sexually violent predators) must
update more frequently, at 30 and 90
days respectively.

Duration of Requirement

Registration upon conviction is a
lifetime requirement.
Juveniles
adjudicated in juvenile court may
petition to have their record sealed and
adults may petition for a Certificate of
Rehabilitation or a full Governor's
Pardon.

Verification of Address

Registrants must provide proof of
address at time of registration.

Penalties for Non-Compliance

An offender convicted of a registrable
felony who willfully violates the
registration law is in turn guilty of a
felony.
Equally, and offender convicted
of a registrable misdemeanor who then
violates the registration law is guilty
of a misdemeanor on the first violation,
and a felony for any subsequent
convictions of violation.

Source: www.klaas-kids.org
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California Registrable Sexual Offenses

Penal Code

Violation

207

Kidnapping to commit 261, 286, 288, 288a, 289

207(b)

Kidnap child under 14 years to commit lewd or
lascivious

208(d)

Kidnapping person with intent to commit rape (prior
code): kidnapping victim under 14 with the intent
to violate sections 261, 286, 288, 288a, or 289

209

Kidnapping for ransom to commit 261, 286, 288,
288a, 289

220

Assault to commit rape, sodomy, or oral copulation
or to violate sections 264.1, 288 or 289.

220/261

Assault to commit rape

220/261 (2)

Assault to commit rape by force or fear

220/664.1

Assault to rape in concert with force or violence

243.4

Sexual battery

243.4(a)

Sexual battery

243.4(b)

Sexual battery on medically institutionalized
person

243.4(c)pc

(Prior code) sexual battery involving restrained
person

243.4(c)

Sexual battery victim unaware-fraudulent
misrepresentation

243.4(d)

Sexual battery involving restrained person

243.4(d)(1)

(Pri'or code) touch person intimately against will
for sexual arousal/etc

261

Rape: not specified

261(1)

Rape: victim incapable of giving consent

261 (2)

Rape by force or fear

261 (2) /264.1

Rape in concert by force
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Penal Code

Violation

261(3)

Rape of drugged victim

261(4)

Rape: victim unconscious of the nature of the act

261(6)

Rape by threat of retaliation

261(a) (2)

Rape by force or fear

261(a) (3)

Rape of drugged victim

261(a)(4)

Rape: victim unconscious of the nature of the act

261(a)(6)

Rape by threat of retaliation

261.2

(Prior code) rape by force or fear

261.2/261.3

(Prior code) rape with force and or threat

261.3

(Prior code) rape by force or victim intoxicated

261.4

(Prior code) rape by threat or rape of a drugged
victim

262 (a) (1)

Rape spouse by force or fear (felony conviction)

264.1

Rape in concert with force or violence

266

Entice minor female for prostitution

266c

Induce intercourse or sex acts by false
representation with intent to create fear

266i(b)

Pandering where prostitute is under 16

266j

Procurement of under 16 for lewd and lascivious
acts

267

Abduct minor for prostitution

269(a)(1)

Aggravated sexual assault with child under 14 to
violate pc 261(a)(2)

272

Contributing to the delinquency of a minor (lewd or
lascivious behavior)

285

Incest
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Penal Code

Violation

286

Sodomy

286(a)

Sodomy; general category and punishment section

286(b)(1)

Sodomy with person under 18 years

286(b)(2)

Sodomy with person under 16 years

286(c)

Sodomy with person under 14 years or with force

286(d)

Sodomy in concert with force

286(e)

Sodomy while confined in prison or jail

Sodomy: victim unconscious of the nature of the act
286(g)

Sodomy: victim incapable of giving consent

286(h)

Sodomy: without consent of victim and defendant in
mental facility
Sodomy without consent: drugged victim and
defendant in mental facility victim intoxicated

286(k)

Sodomy by threat of authority to arrest or deport

288

Lewd or lascivious crimes against children under 14
Years

288(a)

Lewd or lascivious acts with child under 14 years

288(b)

Lewd or lascivious acts with child under 14 years
with force

288(c)

Lewd or lascivious acts with child 14 or 15 years
Old

288a

Oral copulation

288a(a)

Oral copulation

288a(b)(1)

Oral copulation with person under 18 years

288a(b) (2)

Oral copulation with person under 16 years

288a(c)

Oral copulation with person under 14 or by force
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Penal Code

Violation

288a(d)

Oral copulation in concert with force or fear

288a(d)(1)

(Prior code) oral copulation in concert with force
or fear

288a(d)(2)

Oral copulation in concert by threat of retaliation

288a(e)

Oral copulation while confined in prison or jail

288a(f)

Oral copulation: victim unconscious of the nature
of act

288a(g)

Oral copulation: victim incapable of giving consent

288a(h)

Oral copulation: without consent: victim and
defendant in state hospital

288a(i)

Oral copulation: victim intoxicated

288a(k)

Oral copulation by threat of authority to arrest or
deport

288.5

Continuous sexual abuse of child

288.5(a)

Continuous sexual abuse of child

289

Sexual penetration by foreign object

289(a)

(Prior code)
with force

sexual penetration with foreign object

289(b)

Sexual penetration with foreign object: victim
incapable of consent

289(c)

Sexual penetration with foreign object: no consent:
victim and defendant in mental institution

289(d)

Sexual penetration: foreign object: victim unaware
of nature of act

289(e)

Sex penetration with foreign object: victim drugged

289(f)

Sexual penetration with foreign object: victim
believes it's spouse

289(g)

Sexual penetration with foreign object: authority
threat arrest
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Penal Code

Violation

289(h)

Sexual penetration with foreign object: victim
under 18 years

289(i)

Sexual penetration with foreign object: victim
under 16 years

289(j)

Sexual penetration with foreign object: victim
under 14 years

290

Sex offender registration statute

311.1
311.1(a)

311.10

(Prior code) indecent exposure

Advertise obscene matter depicting minor
(Prior code) advertise obscene matter depicting
Minor

311.11

Possess obscene matter depicting child under 14

311.11(a)

Possess obscene matter of minor in sexual act

311.11(b)

Possess matter depicting minor in sexual act with
prior conviction

311.2(b)

Distribute obscene matter depicting minor for
commercial consideration

311.2(c)

Possess or distribute obscene material depicting
minor (misdemeanor) matter of minor to minor with
prior conviction

311.2(d)

Distribute obscene matter of minor to minor

311.3

(Prior code) sexual exploitation of a child

311.3(a)

Depict sexual conduct of minor'

311.4

Employment or use of minor to perform prohibited
acts

311.4(a)

Employment or use of minor to perform prohibited
acts

311.4(b)

Employment or use of minor to perform prohibited
acts for commercial purposes
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Penal Code

Violation

311.4(c)

Use underage person for obscene matter

314.1

Indecent exposure

314.2

Assist act of indecent exposure

647a

Annoy or molest children

647a(1)

Annoy or molest children

647.6

Annoy or molest children child under 18

647.6(a)

Annoy or molest children child under 18

647.6(c)(2)

Annoy or molest children child under 18

"Solicits another to commit 261,286,288a soliciting
commission of 264.1, 288, or 289 by force or
violence"

702 wic

(Old prior code) contribute to delinquency minor
(lewd or lascivious finding)

5512

Mentally disordered sex offender commitment up to
90 days

6316

Commitment
Offender

(90 days) as a mentally disordered sex

Sodomy with person under 14 years
261(a) (1)

Rape: victim incapable of giving consent

288(b) (1)

Lewd or lascivious acts with child under 14 years
with force

288(b) (2)

Caretaker, sexual act on dependent adult with force

288(c)

Lewd or lascivious acts with child 14 or 15 years
Old

288(c) (2)

288a(d)(3)

"Caretaker, lewd and lascivious acts on dependent
adult"

Oral copulation in concert: victim incapable of
consent
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Penal Code

Violation

288a(f)(1)

Oral copulation: victim was unconscious or asleep

288a(f)(2)

Oral copulation: victim was unconscious and not aware
of act

288a(f)(3)

Oral copulation: victim not aware due to perpetrators
Fraud

286 (j)

Sodomy without consent: believe person is spouse

288a(j)

Oral copulation: believe person is a spouse

266h(b)

Pimping where prostitute is under 16

269

Aggravated sexual assault with child under 14 or 10
years younger than perpetrator

209(b)(1)

Kidnap for ransom with intent to commit 261,
288, 288a, 289

269(a)

Aggravated sexual assault with child under 14 or 10
years younger than perpetrator

269 (a) (2)

Aggravated sexual assault with child under 14 to
violate pc 264.1

269(a)(3)

Aggravated sexual assault with child under 14 to
violate pc 286 by force or fear

269 (a) (4)

Aggravated sexual assault with child under 14 to
violate pc 288a by force or

269(a)(5)

Aggravated sexual assault with child under 14 to
violate pc 289(a)

289(d)(1)

Sexual penetration : foreign object, victim
unconscious or asleep

289(d)(2)

Sexual penetration : foreign object, victim unaware

289(d)(3)

Sexual penetration : foreign object, victim unaware
because perpetrator's fraud

311.3(b)

Sexually exploit minor: depict minor in sex act

311.3(b) (1)

Sexually exploit minor: sexual intercourse
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Penal Code

Violation

311.3(b)(2)

Sex exploit minor: penetration by foreign object

311.3(b)(3)

Sexually exploit minor: masturbation

311.3(b)(4)

Sexually exploit minor: sadomasochistic abuse

311.3(b) (5)

Sexually exploit minor; exhibit genitals

311.3(b)(6)

Sexually exploit minor': defecate, urinate for
viewer stimulation

•311.3(d)

Prior conviction: punishment

288a(c) (2)

Oral copulation with force or violence

286(c)(2)

Sodomy with force or violence

286(c)(3)

Sodomy with threat of retaliation

288a(c) (1)

Oral copulation with person under 14

288a(c)(3)

Oral copulation with threat of retaliation

289(a)(1)

Sexual penetration,

289(a)(2)

Sexual penetration, foreign object with threat of
Retaliation

288.2

Harmful matter: special circumstances

288.2(a)

Harmful matter: sent with intent of seduction of
minor via phone

288.2(b)

Harmful matter: subsequent arrest seduction of
minor via mail/internet

243.4(e)(1)

Touch person intimately against will for sexual
arousal/etc

261(a)(4)(a)

Rape: victim was unconscious or asleep

288a(f)(4)

Oral copulation: victim not aware - fraud
Misrepresentation

288b

Prior code-oral copulation in concert with
force/etc
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foreign object with force

California Registrable Sexual Offenses
Penal Code

Violation

647.6(c) (1)
261(a) (4) (d)

Annoy/molest children w/pr
Rape: victim not aware - fraudulent
misrepresentation

289(d) (4)

Sex penetration:, victim not aware - fraudulent
Misrepresentation

Annoy/molest children: illegal entry
647.6(b)
Source: http://www.meganslaw.ca.gov/registration/offenses

70

APPENDIX B

RIVERSIDE COUNTY MAPS
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